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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

1200 S.ixth Avenue, Suite 900
Seattle, Washington 98101-3140

February 22,2012

Jayne Allen _
Portland General Electric
121 SW Salmon Street
3WTCBR05
Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: EPA Comments on the December 30, 2011 Draft Final Remedial Investigation
Report for the Harbor Oil NPL Site in Portland, Oregon

Dear Ms. Allen: ... ~.

.'11;

The United States Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Voluntary
Group's (VG) revised Remedial Investigation Report for the Harbor Oil NPL Site. There
remain unresolved issues that were commented (specific commentsA6, 49, and 50(c) on
the Draft RI, and specific comment 8 and 46 on the Draft Final Human Health Risk
Assessment} which have not been addressed inthe~Draft Final Remedial' Investigation'
Report. Attached are EPA comments to address the remaining issues. Pursuant to the
Administrative Settlement Agreement, response to these comments are due within 30
days of receipt of this letter. If you have any questions, I can be reached at (206) 553-
1478. .

)
./

cc: Brian Cunningham, Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs
Tom Downey, Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians
Todd Hudson, ODPH
Mike Karnosh, Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde
Mavis Kent, ODEQ
Rose Longoria, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation
Erin Madden, Nez Perce Tribe
Rob Neeley, NOAA
Mark Stephan, HOCAG
Mike Szumski, USFWS ------ ------
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comments on Draft Final Harbor Oil Remedial Investigation
Report, December 30, 2011

General Comments

a. Some information presented in Section 6 and the Executive Summary is not included in the
Executive Summary (ES) or the Conclusions of both HHRA and BERA Reports~Reviewers have
to search and check sections in the risk assessment reports to confirm. Thus, it makes it difficult
for reviewers to verify the information. See specific comments below.

b. There are numerous inconsistencies in the RI and the Risk Assessment reports. They should be
reconciled for consistency; See specific comments below.

1. Draft Final RI, Executive Summary

a. Page ES-13, All Bullet Items: Please change "current or future" to "current and future" since
receptors for both current and (no("or") future land-use scenarios are evaluated in the HHRA
report.

b. Page ES-15, Last Paragraph, 4th Line from the end: please delete "3 to 1,000 times" in the phrase
" . .,3 to 1,000 times lower than Study Area risk." This is not stated in Section 6.1 and
readers/reviewers have to go into individual tables to confirm this. It is strongly suggested that it
simply state".. .lower than Study Area risk" to be consistent with Section 6.1.

c. Page ES-19, First Two Paragraphs: These two paragraphs are taken from Section 7.1.6.2

EcolQgical Risk Assessment, which i~.acceptable.These two paragrapps summarizethe risk ','
characterization for all receptors and present conciusive statements of the BERA~ -But these two

paragraphs are not included in Section 6.2 and not in the BERA Report, which discuss risk
characterization and the uncertainty for each receptor. Thus, readers/reviewers have to go through
all risk tables and text discussing the individual receptors to verify the final conclusions. It would
be beneficial to readers/reviewers and enhance consistency in reporting, to have the
information/statements in the ES and Section 7.1.6.2 of the RI report consistent with those

presented in the Section 6.2 of the RI report and in the RI report Appendix J - Baseline
Ecological Risk Assessment report.

2. Draft Final RI, Section 4.5.2.2, and Table 4-12: The text incorrectly states: "Table 4-12
summarizes concentration data for metals detected in at least one filtered or unfiltered groundwater
sample. Chromium, copper, and mercury were detected only in shallow well samples. Therefore,
summary statistics for intermediate and deep samples are not shown for these constituents metals".
The Harbor Oil RI Database indicates numerous other metals analyzed were detected in

groundwater, some at elevated concentrations, particularly Arsenic, Iron and Manganese. Revise
this section and explain the cause for the elevated Iron, Manganese, and Arsenic concentrations.
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u.s. Environmental Protection Agency Comments on Draft Final Harbor Oil Remedial Investigation
Report, December 30, 2011

intrusion screening levels ...." be changed to " ....were calculated based on a comparison of study
area concentrations with published screening levels for the vapor intrusion pathway".

e. Page 359, First Paragraph after Bullet Items, Second Sentence: states "A total of 34 chemical or

chemical groups were identified as COPCs for one or more scenarios, including 14 metals, 2
PARs....." In addition, if this sentence is based on Table 3-2 in the HERA Report, then the
number of metals is incorrect. Although this information is presented in Section 6 of the RI, this
information is not presented in the ES, and not in the Summary and Conclusions of the HERA
Report. Furthermore, please change "chemical" to "chemicals."

f. Page 364, Third Paragraph: this paragraph discusses the conservative approach in risk estimates
for a fish consumption scenario. However, this discussion is not presented in the ES or in the
Summary and Conclusions section of the HERA Report, although pages 152-155 of the HERA
Report present uncertainty of fish consumption. It would benefit a clear understanding and

provide confidence to readers if the same language is presented in both HERA Report and this
section of the RI. In addition, readers would not have to search and spend time to read through
three pages to verify the conclusive statements.

7. Draft Final RI, Section 7.1.6.1, Human H~althRisk Assessment

a. Pages 393 and 394. For all bullet items: please change "current or future" to "current and future."
See Comment No. 2a.

b. page 401, first two paragraphs. See Comment No. 2c. These two paragraphs are presented in the
ES of the RI Report'. These two paragraphs summarize the risk characterization for all receptors
and present conclusive statements of the BERA. But these two paragraphsare not included in
Section 6.2 and not in the BERA Report that discuss risk characterization and in the uncertainty
for each receptor. Thus, readers/reviewers have to go through all risk tables and text discussing
the individual receptors to verify the final conclusions. The document could be enhanced and
better support conclusions if the information/statements presented in the ES and Section 7.1.6.2
of the RI consistent with that presented in the Section 6.2 of the RI report and in the BERA
Report.

8. FinalllliRA Report EPA comment # 8, dated November 14, 2011, is not addressed. The comment
was: "Reference to ODEQ default fish consumption rate needs to be updated to reflect new (175
glday)" is not addressed in the Final Human Health Risk Assessment.

9. Draft Final RI, Section 6.2 Ecological Risk Assessment

a. Page 365, First Paragraph: same comment as Comment No.1 for Section 6.1. Three guidance,
documents are listed in this introduction section, however, these guidance documents are not
presented in the same manner in the BERA Report.
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